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‘ .
T Project Fvaluation Report

ABGT RAC‘I"

This program was developed to locate learning disabled
studénis in three Minnesota community colleges, to ‘identify
their Special.learning problems, and to help them to succeed
in tﬁei; acgdemic programs. The project arose from needs

identified by individuval workers 3nd the presumption that

significant numbers of SILD student Aentified in elementary

and sccondary schools were entering ¢c»llege where they would

not find the supportive services and recognition which made

./‘-
it possible for many to complete high school. . \
The project was administered on a consortium model

o

with a consultant-planner coordinating staff and services at

. . [ \\. ,\
the three participating Minnesota community colleges: Rocﬁester,

Normandale {Bloomington), and Metropolitan (Minneapolis). The _

project continued for three years with the progrém evaluation

focusing on the final project year, 1975-76.

staffing and service patterns varied greatly between

institutions due to differences in student population,
selection criteria, administrative policies, 1instructor
interest,and patterns of cxisting school and community

services. Project staffing at each school ‘included an SLD
« ) . .

/;
K

i
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and ST.D program goal.

iy

L4

students were less than total student body differences

’

between institutions. Wide variations in studént course

completion rates were found between academic units,

to a need, for further analysis to de
N . .
non-completion rates in some units.

tgrmine the specific
reasons for high

The evaluation and staff experience also resulted

in recommendations that colleges and universities conduct
- -

need assessments for SLD programming; that .they pattern

programs to suit local needs and conditions; that they opt

for local administration’and supervision in large schools;

-

and that they place greater emphasis upon community, student

and faculty education. Early identification stfategies were

.

suggested during recruitment, screening and matriculation.
Attention to the éffect of i. stitutional, départmental, and

classroom procedures and practices on learning of disabled
&

students was also suggested. In general, greater flexibility

in tnesSe matters was seen 2s an important institutinnal

[

pointing
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C o . » e . . .
specialist with additional staffing primarily consisting of
volunteer instructors and .. udents.
Despite a substant.sl public and in-service education

effort by priject staff members and Studehts, the evaluation

LY

indicated that a greater effort would have resulted in hetter

instructor respdnse to student ﬁeeds and increased referrarls.
: ‘\ : ‘
During the 1975-7¢ <chool year\the project served 150 college

. : \ ’
students and 77 individuals referred from the community.
. 3 .
Sixty-two percent of the college\studetns were considered to

. \
have classic learning disab;litiesv another 38 percent having

\

learning handicaps resulfing from physical, emotiona}, speech

or visual disabilities or cultural and language différenCes{

.
.

The. primary problems identified were deficits in

reading, writing and spelling. Many students also experienced

irtra-personal and inter-personal problems. Projict services,

in addition to routine diagnostic services, included indi-
. . '*‘-\ﬁh

vidual and group tutoring, instructor intervention, progreéem

guidanCeu job placement and behavior management. Service

a

pattefns and intenSity ‘varied widely bet@eenAStudents.t The
c;st of project scrvices was less than $150 per student.
Students reférfed to the SLD program had, on the
aVerége,'lower grades thén,students in general and,Qere
less successful in compl?ting courses. YSome imprQQement‘

was seen in GPA's of project students during the time they

pafticipated‘in the SLD program,~ The amount of gai: in GPA

a

was relat 1 to the lenqgth of time students were active 1n

the project. GPA differences between SLD and non-SLD

a
Y

8]
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QSTATEMENT or THE PROBLEM
,

According to the most recent estimate from the Bureau

o

of the Handicapped, Health Education and Welfare fHEW); there

are Jow“qne million functionally non-literate adults in the
N ] )
United States. In August of/1968, HEW recognized that eight

million childrén then in America's elementary and secondary

schools would not learn w0 read normally. Tn the intervening

eight years these eighﬁ million youth (one bf seven American

children in this age range) have become young adults. 'Many

have ‘enrolled in our post-secondary institutions, poorly

‘ ’
.

equipped with the most basic skills in reading, writing,

»
'

spelling and math.
' 3 ” ] L1} ‘ o \
Within the decade of the "60's," two factors have lead
to ‘increased enrollments of these students in such post-
secondary institutions as the community colleges. First,

the decision to redure the cost barrier by increasing finan-

v

~cial aid and creating more low-tuition inftitgpggnsddedicated”

-

to providing resources for specific communities. Second, the
waiver or removal ¢ admi:sion requirements such as high
academic performanc. in i..gh school and absolute cutting

scores on standardized achievement téests (timed, written

-5

tests). . L

In order to ccpe with these non-traditional students,

institutions have responded in two general forms. In the
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_learning-environments. 'Stdéenﬁé also need to learn how to

first form, students are recruiteld and prepared for the

‘transition to college by strengthening -the coellege counseling,

tutorial and other support services. In this form, it is

¢ .
the student who adapts to thé¢ institution's standards and

)
learns to ‘cope with traditional processes of teaching and
[y

learning. * » .
Anot@ér alternative is for the institution to adapt

its basic processes of teaching to the styles of learning:

most appropriate to the students it serves. Attempts to do

so may incorporate counseling, tutoring and other services
with an overal! educatioral approach. The institution relies
primarily upon . ltering the setting, the contelnt and teaching

methods rather, than the 'learning stylé of the student.
. AN

Both approaches have been found necessary to produce
successful learners. Both regcognize’ the need for basic skills.
Both also recognize that acquiring skills alone will not

compensate for years of only marginal success in traditional

learn. This involves. not only improving skiils but changing

attitudes, aspirations and giving students a consistent

experience of success over a period of time.

.

igptructors must f:equently learr new teaching methods

-

ot N >
and responses to student's ﬁniﬁue learning styles. Too often

N Y

‘post-secondary yinstructors have taught academic subjects

[y

without fully recognizing their responsibility to he;p ea~h

student learn those subjects. In order to meet this need i

he -

institutions have come to rely on support personnel, resource

k3
[3

1i .
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instructorn in basic skilla*and fn-service training forv
‘nstructors. ,

L]

Thiss project was designed to address the non-traditional
students enroliing in our post-secondary schools diagnosed as

having =pecial learning disabilities.

HISTORY OF THE MINNESOTA SLD PROGRAM

’

i
[

The Minnesota Associbtion for Children with Learning

Disabilities>(MACLD) and..the Minnesota Division of Vocational

v

. ‘Rehabilitation formed a task force in 1973 to examine the
problems of SLD étudcnté in higher éducation in Minncso;a.
This‘tésk force generated the iﬁpetué for a pilot program fqr
yéuﬁg adn%fs with lcarninq:d{sabilities'at the rnmmuhigy,
pollegé level.. Subéequéptiy; Karen Hanson found thét a
learning disablgq-studént at Notmanda}c Communit;'cbliege
was able to succeéd ;n college courses with supgé?tive
services (inéluding'taping bopks){ The Coordinatdr.ofifhig
project was experiencing similar -success étlﬁdchegter'Comf
munity éolleée.. Mary Lee Enfield'brought the p;oject
director and Mrs. Hanson together in an éffort to Eeek
firther community support for a pilot program. IThe Hustad
Fcundation of St. Paul funded a needs assessment in 1972-73

; S ] .
at Rochester ard Ndrmandale Colleges. In 1974 the Minnesota
"Higher Education Cdﬁrdinating Committee funded an initial (“
pilot program at Rochcster,‘NBrmandale and_getropolitan
(Minneapolis) colleges. The preject was managed and executed o+

12 :

v e
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on a consortium model with project ddminiStratigz/;ésponsie
bilities_aésigned to ‘Normandale Community College.

Studenps were served;throughfthe 1974-75 school vyear.

i

The p;oject'was continued through. the 1975-76 school yéf with -

=]

funding from Title I of the kigher Education Act. An

, cvaluation and this repcrt.covering the firdal project year

N
SN

were f;nded Sy the Hustad Foundation. | \*

lDuring thé'terﬁinal yeér services were exténdedﬁéo
150'students_(Rocheste; - 92; Narmandale -'22; Metrgpolltan,-
36) . 'Iﬁ adéfﬁion, the cqmﬁuniﬁy servicefaspect of the

program“increased as more adults and.youpg'people'soughp

remediation for their basic skill deficits. As a result of

©
1

conferences, in-service and media presentations by staff and

students, 77 students were referred or came ‘on their own
. .p ) ' ! E ‘ ' . ‘} N ’ .
initiative from a three state area for diagrnosis.  This often:

resulted inirgcomméndations_to'thgir home school district.

Many of our community service students were from the southern

: - /','_ . ’ ) s i
section of Minnesota and the Iron Range, perhaps pointing to

~ -

ﬂless'welledeveloped.servicés within those areas. .
e S ! . : ©

'PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

-
. e

 The nature of the programs varied among institutions

due to differing patterns ofz@?isting core educational ’

programs and special services: varying s=arvice needs of the
[ : . . T

referred student populations, and.Qaryingﬂghilosophiesiaﬁdw,

commitment of administrators in each institution. The program

;,.1;3 S

-

AL
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process at all'séhoois included three major phases:' referral,

diagnosis, and prescription-service.

i

Referral

The project Qas designed to serve enrollgd'or.prospective,
students of the thr;e pértfcgﬁétingfcolleges as. a grimary
target poéulation{ Ho;evgr, m;ny otﬁer stuaénts camé inde- e
pendéntly or were referred for aséist;hce. &he project staff
conside;éd it ﬁheir professional responsibility to provide . ;\
staff‘contact time énd‘some diagnoétic serviées to these
"community éervice" ngferrgls as thgy might otherwise fail
to receive;appropriate considerétipn'or service in their

home school or community. Several students were self-referred

from other fovur year_coiléges-br universities inpcluding the

University of Minnesota, Hamline'Univéfsity and Macalester

College, suggesting the SLD students in those'sch§ois do ndt

now -have contéct'persons or §peciaf sérvicgshpo deal with
their Un{qqe problems. :
The three éolbeges”@eve}oped uniform guidelines for
selection Qf"projeét,studéntS»as'f6110wsg ;
1. Students who have completed high school or forécidsedv
“he poss%bilily to ;etgrn tp hiéh.school without project

[
L)

. intervention.

2. Individﬁals who are average or above -in relevant aréaa_of
intellectual ability. ; .
3@- individuals who depart from normal (compared with their

peers) in‘one or more significant areas of learning

_ o . A
. | .1/L N ;



or basic communication skills. Basic skills such as:
A. .Reading
B. Writing
C. Speliing
D. " Oral expression

E. Math

L4
v

4. Students who can reasonably be expected to benefit from
\the program.” In some cases, a trial service period would 8

be necessary in order to make this determination.
5. Candidates who are not self-referred must demonstrate a

wil ingness. to explore the program services and partici-

~
(5

péte to the minimum extent of undergoing diaghostic

servi;es.
6. ;ndiv;duals wﬁo might‘bé expectéd'(bésed on hiétogy or
projecf staff judgément) té be significantiy.éisrdptive
V§f thewérograms'or,progre;s Qf other SLD studenfs'will

not be accepted. .

Students of the participating schéols were admitted

when théy met these accepted criteria for a functiongl

diagnosis of learning disability. As the above criteria .
suggest, there was evidence that they- not only  showed. .

specific basic swWill or learning deficits but there was

evidence that they were .at a.college level in some areas of
" intellectual capability. Studerits were not served unless
L K3

there was some evidence to indicate that they would have as

stPong a chance of succeeding as oth;r classes of students

. o . . :

or individual students who were also accepted by the .
participating college." L .- » .o :

ERIC | o 1o L ' T

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



© Some students served in each college did nc* present
classical Tearning disabilities (dyslexia) but were learning

handicapped due to other disabilities including brain damage,
e ok

emotional illness, wvisual and-hearihg deficits, physical
disabilities, behavior disorders, and cultural and language

differences. These students were seen for diagnostic ‘purposes

c

and provided . intervention chsupportive Services until

appropriate referral could be made to other services within
. A Y

or outside of the school or until they could function -
independently. Students who did not have a learning disability -
or 1earning*handicapping disability were screened from thq

program. Detailed ir"*nation.describing the population sérvgd

is presented in tbe Results section of this report (Part II).

No- data was systgmatically ‘collected on students'who were

o -
-

denied services.: . o

T

"Initial response to referral. After receiving a
. o ) ) . . . '. -
referral er_ inquiry, a preliminary information sheet was

. -~ S -,

completed to'make_an initial determination of the need for

firther diagnostic services (see Appendix A). At this point-
some students were referred to outside resources includihg e

counseling programs, welfare agencies, financial aid adviSqrs,

remedial reading progréms, DVR, mental health centers or .to
individual instructors or advisors (see Part II, -page 11). Those

9 ) - e

considered potentially eligible for direct project services
.were scheduled for furthér diagnostic services at -the

¢ S . .
college. - o ' ' - T - -

O . . . Lol . e . o &
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Diaénostic Procz2ss_and Techniqués
.Students were diaéposeé gi.tﬁe Learping bisability
" Specialist at Normandale,; by thé Consultént-Plahher at
"Pochester, and ag Metropolitan by the Consultant-Flanner with the
assistance of graduate students and program master tutors (SLD)
studeﬁts.who.had received in-service training under supervision -
of both fhe Consul;ant-Planner and graduaté stu”fents). Each
student was individu;lly assessed in five major'areas
V(l) basiC'skills (readin§; spelling,.handwriting; math, compo-
sitioﬁ, cémpréhension, conceptualiiation),-{Z) study skills

(time management, test-taking.skills, listening, note.takiﬂg,

o

concentration, etc.), (3) cognitive style {(frustration
‘tolerance, distractability, impulsivity, reaction to stress),

{ (4) emotional”stability, and (5) academic and vocaéionalvgoals.

3

Some students also received a psychometric assessment admingc:

istered by a bonsulting psychologist. . . -

>

In general, assessments examined both reception (i.e.,

reading and listening):and expression or performance (i.e.,.

-

writing and speaking). Skudents' abilitiés and ;isabilities

were idéqtified andmrelgvént informaﬁion”(iﬁclgding a?éiféble'

medical, psychological,. cultural and past eéudatiqﬁgl-ﬁack—.

grounds) included in tﬁe;r'p;ofilex

Diagnoétic tests were nét availablé du;ing féll quarter.

Manf.ﬁests_wemf develoéed By'fhe Consd;tant??lanhefléé needs
~arose in the areashof sequenping, the use of figurative .
language, seeingirelagionships between words-and élaséification
and softing of infqrmatian for stqfag; ééd.regriev;;rfelétive

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"t
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would be most compatible wifh their learning. pattern.

9

to the tasks at hand. Neeés.élso arose to ascertain students'
auditofy skills for holdiaq and retaining iﬁformatiqp.

to determigye ;f they could ufilize tape recorders to gain
méanihgs frow lectures o; gourses; A 1ist'of diagndgéie-
instrumentg used in the project and sample copigs (where
availablg and not copywrighted) are igcluQea in this report

as Appendix B;

All assessment procedures and outcomes vz2re discussed

‘with the student in order to develop the individuwal's under-
. i N .

: : ' . L
starding of their unique problems and strengths and to help

“them not only cope with these digferencés’but deveiop

alternative coping strategies within their institution.

A

Use of ‘diagnostic information. Assessments were shared

with referral persobnnel, instructors, counselors, parents ani
. U . - . . . E .
significant othert “the need arose. Clients often requested

such sharing. ALl assessment information was considered

confidential.  ‘Students were encouraged to openly utilize

‘and their environment  to better meet their unique needs.

B

(i.e., a highly distractable student was encouraged tc seek

examinations scheduled in a quiet -area, a slcw + .2rination

t T .
taker for extra time and a nen-reader for oral exaws).

-

Students were also expected to use such information to help

them ascertain which instfuctional style'and instructor

u'_\

i

L 4

their assessment information to modify both their owh behavior .



, ' , 10
Information given back to students and refer: I sources
was;strucfbred to éive_practical.information about. “heir
current "level of'pfogrgssf Grade levels were not useq,
because of tﬁe‘limited functional Qalue'ofhb;sic skills
grade scorés_in assiétiné individual students in higher
) éaucatioh. .Gradeflevel iqformation :as a;so considered likely
Lto'result.inprejddice‘and«unduly low-ek?ectétions:from
instruétors whi;e.intimidatiﬁg'or“embarrassing students. -
The notion that dbllege sthents nee.d basic skills equal to

. the iverage student at their level in order to succeed  is a

common misconceptiou.

)

OQutcomes of-diagnostic process. Diagnostic information-
was shared with the student and with all persons who would

be active in a student's program. All were invited. to contri-

bite to planning and seguencing the students service pattern.
In the case ofistﬁdénts who were not to continue in the SLD
project, diagnostic and prescriptive information was communi-

"cated to relevant personnel in outside agencies or institutions,

‘as well as to‘phe studenf;

<

Prescription-Service Patterns
) o v - . ) \

The nature, ihtensity and sequence of servi.ces provided-

“to project students waS'extremé¥y varied. Part II of this

report includes déﬁa on the freqdepcy wifh'whichfspecific

Y o . .

"types of service were proviaed{ Some comments concerning
- - . . . . ’ ~
typical service patterns and the specific nature of some

primary services will be offered here.

o 3 19 ) . g
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‘Basic skills tutoring. Individual and small éroup

tutoring was provided at all three schools. SLD Specialists
1rovided this service at Normandale and Metropolitan. Basic

- Skills tuioring at Rochester was provided by the project

Consultant-Planner, graduate students, student tutbrs,

z

col;ege ins;ructé;s aﬁd other‘volunteers. Multi-sensory

teciiniques were strecsed in reading and spelling, s:ch a;.the
iOrton'Gillinghaﬁ appro;ch. Instructina and review r n- .ice
of basic skills was -always availsble from studentjtupdrs

or fellow project participanté, as well as staff meﬁbers.

The project results indicate that tutors bave benefitted as

much as learners from, these qelationships, as the tutors'’
acadeunic outcomes were better than SLD project students in

general.'

S ~

. Course content tutmring. Tutoring in course content

v

- was available through the same modes as basic skills tutoring,
.»" though classroom, instructors qhd student"volynteers_were;mudh

more’ active in this area. The sgratééiéﬁhém§16yed included:

$tructurihg the body ofifnforﬁa;i6n to be learned (basedv

-upon *task and student analysis); compensatory training .

~

techniques {such as tapihg of texts and tests); and, less
oftén,:iﬁpa:t;ng specific information and main ideas. Tutors
‘often acted as liaisnan persons between students and‘their

"instructors to assist in translations and to improve

direct communication.

ERIC R
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Consultation with Instructors. Informing instructors

apout the effects of learnring disabilities‘and specific

cstudents’ ungque problems and strengths was a primary program

service. There was a great deal of var-iability in responsive-

ness, ranging frcm great enthusiasm ard flexibility to
suspicion and anxiety about the efrects on school standards |

of serving SPD sthdentsﬁ Suspicecions about unethical behavior
on the part of one or two students lead some instructors to ¢

reject the SLD students and the project as a wholec. (See

Instruttor-survéy analysis in Part II of this report.) .

a

In the view of the project staff members, the majority

of instrnuctors responded favorably to individual prescriptions

°

for learning and teaching.. Several ‘rave suggestéd that exper-

v

‘ience'wifh the SLD program has improved their general

effectivenes - As instructors. Most instructors now have

the expectation that SLD students can succeed in their courses, ° -

given some supportive services.:

The ériﬁary tangible modification resulting from

. . s . ’ ) . .- . )
consultation with instructors was development or utilization

axhof alternative teaching or testing materials and strategies.

Aééistance was available from project staff and volunteers in
N ¢ ; .
~ - - N
~d

N

ideveloﬁiég-these alternatives, when necessary. - ST

Socgs}\and vocational services. Existing programs

) s . . )
and services of the colleges and the community were most often .

" used to deal’ with social a@nd vocational problems. Outside N

‘resources which were often used included: the State Division
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of Vocational Rehabilitation, community rehabilitation
facilities, Community recreational programs and activity

X . [ . . . .
groups, and formal workshops %n such themgs as assertiveness

or transactional analysis. Witnhin-school resources included

‘career planning groups, counseling services, student

organizations and interest groups. Projecé students also
forﬁed social groups of thei; own from time to time %to discuss
their unique éoncerné and to érovide support ﬁor.each other.
These groups tended to emphasize assertiveness, taking
reSponsibility, and sociél participation'(Qithout direct
encouragement from.prcject staff meﬁbers):

‘Vocatidnal evaluation and counggling were not prowided

consistently by project staff members. Original project

objectives were apparently too ambitious in this regard.

Outcome or change data in this area were not col%gpted as had

-

been.originaliy planned. anetheleésL several students were

‘worked with intensively to develbp more realistic vocational

goals, to lpcate'and follow thr “ugh on job tryouts or'short—

term employment, or to take advahtaqe of existing vocational

guidance and placement services.

.

Materials. Few materials were available at the
—_— , v

béqinning of.the yeaé and supply money was not,availablg’

“until the end of spring quarter. Studepts,wéfe therefore

most often requested to make their own materials or mater;aléo

.which would be helpful to others . Materials were gathered

ﬂfrom qﬁherjeducational-aqencies 3~d purchased by staff from

)

schdo; budgets. Programmed'matériaLs were more hgavi}y

. "

N - ’ "

* | 2%



O

ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

14
.

stressed at some schools but were used minimally by project

students., Most programmed materials used required instructor

intervention and restructuring in order to be usanle by

0

project students. The SLD instructor often Buided the

~

student  to materials off campus appropriate to their needs,
i.e. grade school history, science or health tests to get

general background information and to be .able to restructure

s

-

the students texts.

L2 e

- .
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Most of the conclusions and recommendations which.
- . .
follow are based upon data reported and analyzed in Part II

of the project report. sbme are based upon the project

corsultant-planner's direct expérience with the programs

.in the three participating colleges from the-planning s‘tage

through three program years.

L)

Conclusions

1. Most students were self—;eferied, or referred
by friends, relati@es, secondary schools, or by Eommuhit§

agenci'es.

«
]

¢

puoject'students were deficiencies in reading,. writing, math

and spelling}‘.

‘

" 3. Studehts.selectedgfpr program attention based

upon diagnosis of functional limitations were as intelligent

.
«

as other junior collzge students .though they showed éaps in

intellectual functioning characteristic of'dyslexic indi-

viduals.
2

4. VThe_overall GPA of SLD students was lower than

that of students in general, but the differerce was not- as

~ . . N v
great as differences found between schools.

5. Tpe services most often seen;as needed by SLD

A

students were diagnosis, program guidance, instru.tor

intervention, consultation with family members ox community

8

2. The most common functional problems found among -

"



16

agencies, individqalHand group tutoring, and behaQior
management.

€. Some students'who have severgly limited readinrg
ability'are able to make nqrhal progress in college when
receiving special assistance uas provided ttrough this project.

‘7. The ave;age grade point ixerage of'éég stdégnts
increased during their involvem2nt in the program, fhe amoﬁn;
of improvement beiné positi&eiy related to the length of
time they were involved.

8. Some SLD students will.ngt be h}lpéﬁ through -
traditional services ifvprofesgional assistance is nét
available or-effective ig redﬁcing severe emotional problems.

9. Mosﬁ instruétorﬁ were optimistic-§bout the -

~ v

capacity of SLD students to dﬁcceed ir. their courses if they

were receiving supportive services. )
10. Most instructors responding to survey believe

the program should be expanded. .

11. The potential:.number of siqdents needing SLD
. k . o ~ N
project services may have been much greater than actual

referrals received as most instructbrs.were not as Kkndw~
I ) ~

iedgeable about projeét sefv}ces as they would like to have
Peen.

12. The total éerviée poteﬂtial of an SLD program
in higher education cah be greatly expanded, with littlé"
additional cost, through the use of peer tutors{/instructor

_HFonsultation'and iﬁvolvement, and the full us; of existing
community resources.

29
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// , 13. SLD students i'n higher . !ucation can be pro§ided
° - - ) B . - .
sapportive servcies &t a cost which is not prohibitive (less
than $150 pecr student during the finaI project year) .

14. The consortium approach to the management of

A ~

SLD programming may not belrnecer:ary or prfactical with large
institutions or where great variability between procram

models :is desirable.
A

g

Ve

Recommendations

1. Institutions of higher educaiion should conduct .

needs assessments to identify their learning'disabled

candidates and students, and to determine their special

£ service needs.

2. College recruitment literature and other

4 , )
publicity shmuld include information about SLD services

Pl

available and appropriate contact persons.

3% Colleges and universities shou1d deve1op

* procedures for diagnosis of learning disabilities at the

point of application or entrance to-.permit early referral

~

for special services.

T

4. Community agencies and relevant organizations

~

and individuals should be represented on planning and/or
steering committees for SLD programs in higher education. .

5. In planﬁing programs sﬁch as this, operating

agreements covering cross-referral procedures, sharing of

3

services, and communication techniques should’

hn

be developed

early with community agehcies and programs. |

-
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6. SLD program strategies and structﬁre should- be

designed 'with consideration of the particular institution's
. . o .

student population, existing support services, and available

community resources.
Y : . o .
7. More resources and time should be devoted to

informing the vublic,;, students and instructors about project
services than was done in this experimental program.

8. In-service education of instructors rhould be

n
ey
. .

£ :
expanded. and should deal with attitudes as well as information.
9. Special attention  should Be given to the course

"~

completion pattern of SLD college students. specific
policies and practices of a department should be examined

when students experience relatively low course completicn

rates in-.that area.

10. Repetition of this type of project should

« ]

provide for follow-up and iangmatiOn collection on students

| -, -
P34

not accepted for services and:stydéﬁYS"whplao not follow

+hrough on their'program,///
. -

et ) - . ’
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PART II

i

[

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA CONCERNING

SLD PROJECT STUDENTS, SERVICES,

AND OUTCOMES

, 28
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* ANALYSIS OF PROJECT RESULTS

The Special_ﬁearnina Disabilities.Pfoject was very
complex in design and execution.l The variat}ons betyeeﬁ
ﬁchools in interaction between the project and on—goihg

' p;ograms, student;populations,'staff invoivement, andlmany.

other factors resulted in service patterns which cannot be
simply characterized. ?rogram activities and structure were

.

also not stable over time due to chanées.and improvements

in project administration and internal procedures. While .
these factors can be seen as .evidence of adaptation based upon
experience in an innovative program, they confound the

,. observer who may be looking for clear and convincing evidence

‘on which to base future plans and decisions.

a-

Nonetheless, it was possible to collect a  substantial
amount of data which may provide some baselines for planning

and evaluating similar programs in the future. The data

Al

..presented and discussed in this section is the basis for the.
2 . : .
conclusions and recommendations summarized in Part I of this

report.

,'Much information was retrieved from the master data

charts in students' files (See Appendix A). These "entry

éhgrts"'were xsedoto colléctwinformation from initiéi referrél
through‘prog}am-completion.u,Information copcernihg course
completion and GPA's was obtained from trénscriptsy with

conﬁro; groups selécted\from each échool populétion. Other
soqrces‘of‘inforﬁafion are discussed in coﬁﬁext'in the "ré%%lts"
Q

]ERJ(j section which follows. 2{) ’ ,, -
o o]
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Sources of Referral A

Early project planning concentrated public information
efforts on cqmmunity agency personnel and coilege instructors
~and counselors. Téﬁlell'shOVing the actual sogrces of
féferfal pﬁ participan£s indicgtes thag‘a broaaer public

Al

information program was necessary.

TABLE. 1

<9 : ~ ' .
Sources of Referral of Project Participants*

Source - . Rochester . Nofmandale Metropolitan Tofal
N = 167 N o= 42 - N = 93
Friends of Student - - 28 2 ' 17 47
college instructo;s.. 29 9 ' 8 ' 46
self \; \ - 23 9 12 a4
" Relative . 22 3 17. 42
o | ! ) . s
Educdtional :Adency - ' 16 ; ©3 ) . 13 | 38
College Couns &or' 21 'é 3 . 32
Corrections \ g ‘ o . 6 g 1;'
‘Vo-Tech s 0o s 10
Remedial Enogrgms.k 6 : o . . . 3 9
Other '\ K 9 2. 9 20

TOTAL 302

%
1

* Dpata on referral sources covers the- last two program years. '

\ L 80
|
|
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'Forty percent of the program participants were
referred by friends flG%), relatives (14%), or were self-
referred (15%). Efforts were made during the third“prdject
yearygo get information to stﬁdents in the schools through
classroom presentatiops by proiject participants.“It was again
evident that the SLD-student is often nofvidentified_by
classroom teachers, though teachers and ;ounselurs_wéfe
responsible .for 26% of all referrals.: The-valué of information
dissemination outside df‘the institution is geflectea in the

°

bfiﬁding that 24% of the %n-college studepts werev?gferrea by__'
commuhity agenciés such.as‘sgcondary schools, corréétions, h
_vocational-technical schodls and community remedial projects.
Theré were similér patterns of referral in the three
schools-with respeeg to enrol%ed students. However, the”
éources of rgferral of.participants\whd were nqt enrolled
in the college wege quite diffefégt in each program. This

.

appears. to be due in part to variations in the availability

of SLD services in each community.
o

r

The effec%iveﬁeés of the project, in reachiné all
_poten;igl participants waé not determihed. Howevé;, the
exéeriénce reflected in Table 1 supporES'a conﬁinuéd emphasis
on public’infqrmatioh aétivities in programs of this ‘type.

There is also support fo? the development of_special diagnostic\
procédﬁres at poiht:of.;dmissioﬁ{so tﬁéf:Students capﬂreceive
appéopriate assistance begore their learning barriers result

in academic failure or under-achievement.

-~

31
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Primary Disability Affecting nducability

Information was collected on primary disabling
conditions thrqugh falquuarfer'of 1975. 1At that time €2
percent were considered to have classic.lea;ning disabilities
based upon the project cénsuitgnt—élapner‘s diagnostic data.
Fou;teen percent ;f the SLD qgqroup wé;e seen as having
significant secondary educgtionally-handicapping disabilities.
Thirty eight percent of those Serve@}we;e non-SLD students.

- Their educationally handicappiné gbpditiOns iﬁcluded vision
and hearing problenrs, thsicai handicaps, speéch’éroblems} J
emo;ionai dlst;rbqnce, cofrections his@pfy, Behavioral

disorders, and cultural deprivation.

Intellectual Patterns and Learning Deficiencies of Participants

-~

" Intelligence Test Results. A sample of 23 students was

e

analyzéd to determine their mean (group) pattern of infellectual
abilities.. The?_werégivén the WechsierlAdﬁit Intelligence’
Scales‘(WAIS) with results reflected in Table 2.

. The mean profilé‘was one which is classic: for the
-learning.disabled. ,Oye;ail inﬁel}iqence was‘comparqble to
junidr college students in genéral (full scale IQ - 114fi),
Qgﬁle.specifié Qefitit; were evident in geperal fac;ual

(academic) knpwledge, ariphhetic reasoning, auditory memory

~

and encodin:. -Remarkably, the same pattern was in evidence

~

in‘each ¢f% ths three school populations, even with émall_

sub~sample sizes (seven, five and.eleven). The small sample

1

size. and lac} of randomness in sambpling procedure prevents

32
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confident conclusions about the total population sérved. “
However, the WAIS results are in a direction which is sﬁppqrfive
ofuthe\effectiveneés of referral decisions and project

‘selection criteria. Measures of functional deficits were also

used in selection and problem’identification.m

~a

TABLE 2

WAIS Results of a Sample of 23 SLD
Project Students. N

3

Norﬁandale Metropolitan Rochcsfer.; Totgl
Mean N Mean N dean N  Mean N
Information 9.8 .6 11.0 5 11.3 12 10.9 23
Comprehension -' 14.0 7 | 14.6 5 12.2.12 _ 13)5»24'
Arithmetic : 110;9 7 12i6 5 11.5 11 11.5 23
Similarities Rt 6 | 14.0 5. 13.9 11 _315.3»52
Digit-Span. 9.6 7 9.6  5 10.5 10 . 10.0 22
. Vocabulary | T 10.0 -7 11.8 .4  12.0 11 11x4:2£
Digit-Symbol o 10.7 a'”j:iio.a 4 , §.7 9.0 10.7.19,
Picture Completion 11.5 6 . 11.8 4' 12.6 10 12.1 20
Block Design ' 12.3 6 ' 12;5 T A 12.5 9 . 12.5 191
Picture Arranéement ~11.8 6 - 13.0 4  14.8 10 13.5 20
Object Assembly 14.0 6 - 13.5 4 14.3 9 14.0 19
Verﬁal 10 . 105.0 7 111.4 5 122.8 11 114.9 23
Performance IQ ’ 113.5 6.> 116,5 4 119.3 9 '116.9 19
Full Sc?lé:IQ ~109.4 7 | 114fo 5 . .117;711i 114.4 23

33
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Specific Ledrning Deficits Identificd

Mostustudents were found Eo have multiple leafhing
Qroblems. This.suggésts a need for multiple remedi;tional
alternétives with effgctive diagnostie, prdgram planning
and coordination services for the population. The specific

_deficits are listed below in order of frequency of occurrence

(identification):

"TABLE 3

Specific Learning Defecits Identified*

'Déficit - | N %
Spelling o | .7 154 Y:
Reading o ‘, 141 | 62
Writing kgrémmar, sfntax, handwri#ing) 1341 . - 59
Self Concept ¢ _ | 117 52
Behavior Managemen? '  ' 106.‘ ' 47
Concept forﬁation ;nd sequenging ; .96 . ) | . 42“
Study Skills .‘ » ¢ 89 39
Vocabulary ‘ - '{ | 85 38

‘chial Perception i | ' ' éS' ' 37
Math | o771 34
Speech and Oral Expression v. .‘Q 75 33

N - . .
Comprehension = ' 72 32

P -

* Data for all students receiving diagnostic seEVices during
1975-76.

1

The probléms which occurred most frejuently in this
o < - . . ) —
- population were deficiences in basic skills (reading,
< . : . ;
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writing and spelling). These are deficits which would be
most readily apparent to instructors and to the students
themselves. This leads to speculation that many students may

experience other more subtle deficits characteristic of the

N

"learning disabled" but not be identified if they do not also

¢ . . A

have one of the more manifest deficits as well. These most

common deficits (spelling, reading, writing) will create inter-

3

ference with learning where traditional modes of instruction

are relied upon. Considerable improvement in learning should

-

be possible for this group with 'individualized or flexible

instructional techniques which would allow them to receive
1

“

information and demonétrate'knowledge in ways in which they
are most capable (e.g., oral or visual rather than written).
This also points to a need for instructors to focus on the

1eérning and performance process @as well as product for

. optimal results. This supﬁorts special proéramming to
develop the SLD student's self-understanding and assertiveness,

' : ‘ <
as well as programming in the form of SLD specialist consulta-
tion with instructional staff members.

The general categories of "behavioral management" and

. ~ :

"self-cbhceptﬁ include many students with significant

H

emotional problems. Surely, remediation or intervention

‘serviceé by»project"staff~would generally have a positive
effect on self-éoncept and personal and social adjustment,

when those services result in improved academic performance.

o

Howeve -, in many cases thHe personal and social prgblem must

be dealt with directly and quickly if the student is to profié

e - K
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from other services.  The most commonly cited deficiency in

projec’ services was therapeutic counseling or psychiatric.
!

intervention. Community and institutional resources were

inadequate to meet this need.

"The "learning deficits" datu is not available by

-
N

priméﬁy'disqbility..vConsequently, Table 3 includes problems
of sfudénts with primary physical or émotional“disabilixieg,
English as a second larguage, cultural deprivation and

cconomict%gprivation.‘"This information on specific deficits
is also désc;iptive only of_thelstudent; wbo rec€ived significant
diagnostic services (73% of the total served). .

Services Provided

v

Project students were seen to have multiple problems
and, likewise, most received multiple éervices{ The incidence

of services provided is portrayed in Table 4. . .

4

Information on services provided was obtained from

- { ) . .
records in student cade files. Seventy-three percent of the

<

pbpulatioﬁ received formal diaghbstic services.- Program

guidance -was given to fifty4four per.ent. In many cases,

students were advised concerning their own strategies for

)

learﬁing énd interacting with inst{uctors. In some gases,
program or course changes were sugggsted to take advantage
oﬁ courses, instructors, or expe;iénces which were most
compatible with the. student's u;ique learning p;ttcrni Just
as . often, staff memberé elected to intervene'directly with

the étudeht's instructor:-to promote understanding of the

student or to solicit special consideration in teaching or

36
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TABLE 4

Services Frovided by Project Staff to Students and Community-Referred Clients

4 | \

i

. " ) o . .
'y " L

Students Community Service

| fochester Normandale  Metro  Rochester Nornandale Metro  Total
' N =92 N=22 N=3¥ N=31 N=1l N=29 '

N %Y N % N % N &% N % N % N %

,_\ \

Damosts . BB W 6 2B B 6 % 210 16 7
Program Guidance 6 6L 16 T3 27 15 4 M 7 6 10 m s
| oInstruétion Intervention 48 ,52, 1255, 22‘r ol 17 46. : ; 4 14 103 45
Outside Contact ) % 8 3% 23 64 23 62 1345 9 4’4"
Groups‘ i | 4} 0 3 M4 A % 3 ' 8 | . I3 10 “73 32
Job Placenent o650 2 9 19 o8B 5 7 U 8
 Brivate Tutorial 29 Bw 24 0T 9N W N

‘ s v

wall Gop Ttorial. % R 1 R 8 % 6l ¢ n & B
Proqramued Learning | 2 2% 8 3 15 42 '3 ."8 | ﬂ 2 7 B <123
‘memrmMmmm 29 3N 9 40 18 50‘ 4 11 ﬁ{.é 7 - 62 21

Taping : , 7 9




evaluation strategies (but not in evaluatign_standards).
The ipportance spaf% members assigned to parents and
"significant others" to the student's progress is reflected
in the substantial number of contacts they made wi;h thése
individuals (in 45% of all cases).

Private tutoring (d?%) and small gguup tutonin; (29%)
were provided both by stafg members and other students: Peer
t&tors weré found (staff reports) to be verj‘résponsive‘to the}r
tutees in crisis situations,;evenuwhep considerable’ time was
required. Howev%r, they seemed less likely than projéct
staff members to persevere in their tutoring assignments on
a long-term basis without substantial positdive feedback
from their tutees. The total volume of tutoring services
was considered to be increased well geyond the staff's
capaci;y as a result of the inVolvement.Qf peer thtors.
Interest, sensitivity and rapport ﬁetween.tutor and tutee

were seen“by project starf members as being enhanced through
‘ . - ‘ '
the use of LD project clients.as tutors.

Many students requésted advice on job placement,

»

) - ) P » -
primarily as they sought part-time and summer jobs.

The reader will note that the frequency with which

Pa—

various services wgere provided- varied between schools. 'This
- 1

-
~ ; - .

‘was seen by the prdject coordinator to be primarily the-
Lo { -~ » R

¢ -

result of. differences in the availability of similar services

L]

in the college, *in the community and in feeder seconidary
school systems. For example, diagnostic services were less
~fre€hehtly provided at Normandale because of their general -

| . L. . . ) ¢ PR )
AT 39 .
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availability at the hidh school level in southe-suburban
Minneapolis school systems. This suqqe;tu to SLbD pfoqram

/ planners in hiqhur_vduuation that a staffing, liaison anq
service model for a particular school should take into account

*
the potential cooperating agencies in the commtnity and the

pattern of exlsting services. . . .
A

Referral to Community Resources

£

0y

Three hundred and nincty—niné referrals "'were made to
community resources in the past project year. Thc idmntifil
cation‘ui problems and referral for assistance ;ay be a very
important function of ah SLD p;égram in a ;ollege settind.
Table 5. indicates theJresources utilized most often by the
program in each school.

?able 5 . . ‘ ‘ o

Referrals Initiated by Project Staff
to Community Resources

Rochester Normandale Metro Total
Private Community Remedial

Reading Program 28 10 42 80
State Division of Vocational ' '

Rehabilitation g 18 11 31 60
Project [Employment . : -39 0 13 52
Vocational-Technical Schools 3 7 21 31
State Services for the Blind * * * 34
Developmental Learning Centers 32 0 0 32
Mental Health Services . 17 . 1 12 30
Secondary Level Special :

Education 18 2 8 28
University of Minnesota, 4 yr. 9 1 8 18
Speech Therapy , . "9 0 - 16
Family Counseling Servicecs -5 0 4 9
Other 2 Year Colleges 5 -5
Neurological Exam : 3 0 1l 4

' Total 399

* Data not dvaiiable by school
Q , . 4;0
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The reader should understand that referral did not
. . - v 4 - . . 'f .

always result in services being received by the student. In
. . . g . . A, N .

‘particular, the.eligibility of the 1earning disabled for services

from the State Vocational hehabiiitation.agency”(34 referrals).

»

is questionable at this time unless they have another

.documented disability. Thirty?fouf students were referred

&

2 for "taIking book " Services from the state ag.ncy for the
~ . ‘ * o
’ \ t bllnd,abut their ellglblllty was often contestei. Mental . .

"

healtﬂ assistance-was often 9@1aye& or not avallable on .a. t1me1y .

. i . s v
i MY . T

basis, -with the frequent result that no service was recelved

T it_@ould'seeﬁ'desirable forLQrogtams of:this-kind to develop

operatlng agreements w1th oommunlt resource agencies early ° .
\ o :'(._ Aot . &y

NS

: g y e R
in thelrfplanning %4 deweldpment.

+

O The prOJect staff mgde 40 referrais'fqr community-

) i

' based and secondary,school assistance in such areas . as-
. . C school 1 N %
- i’

L . . . . . ! .
. . . vetey 2}

o ‘remedial rgadind, stddy skills, tutoring and other:educational
- ’ - . . /

support services. : Many of these were referrals bf non-enrolled
individuals who were eligible fd; this‘assistén7é, given -

. \d o o

diagnosis or problem identificati'gn.~ Also,,thé/project_
" - : _/ '

.

used community servic:s to gpplement its dlrect ass1stance

to Enrolled students when the progran s1mply/cou1d not keep
up with the.need.~ ei . . ¢ U
- . . : . : ) :
o _ : ﬁMany students were considered better served by other
5olle§es o% Vd—teéh seheofs considerihg tﬁeir.QértiCnler .
learning p;tterns and theirhcareerrplansz The counseling

'
K

.- . ° N . K]
departments wgre normally involved in those cases.,

LI ’ . . i P N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Analysis of Changes in Grade-point Averages and Comparison

0f SLD Students with all Students * ..~

Participating students' grades were analyzed to-
determine whether they were as effective as other 'students
. . LAY .

in achieving letter grades. They were also evaluated as a

i

in grade-point average (GPA) shoulé‘be consiaered an.indica-
€?on of Qositive brogram impac£. while,;earnihg deficits
and related problems might alwa?s“prevent this group, on the
éVétage, from.achieVing at the séme.levél as sthdents in

general, special services to students and faculty ‘were

Y

4 ~ . . - } ' .
expected to cause some movement toward equivalent performance.

It was noted earlier in this report that the SLD students'’
average inteliigence was estimated to be comparable to - -

junior coliegé students in general based upon a sample.of_

23 SLD students.

Original evaluation quectives predicted .GPA
improvement basé& upon a pre-posé program GPA comparison.
Thié proved unfe&siblg since most parfic%éa;ts entered the
program soon aftér they enrolled in‘the iﬁstitution, so that
gre-program data dia hot exist. Most‘aISO continuedyactive
involvement in_thg program phrougﬁout the yeaf, so‘that\end-

’ .
of-year GPA data was not reallf'post-program information.

Fall and Spring GPA's of SLD Students

Transcripts of all'SLD students active-in the program
were analyzed to determine average GPA's earned during fall

and spring quérters. Improvement is noted in these group

42

’ I

.

a

.group for change in"grades over the program vacar. Improyehent

@



-

¢ -
averages, for all schools combined, from 2.60 to.,2.74. A
N / -

Toa

N : "
.13 decrease in the Metropolitan group is in contrast with

a .22.increése in the much largér'Roéhesper SLD group, and

a .15 increase at; Normandale. While the cause of this
’ 3 . . v '

[ . . . _
overall GPA-improvement cannot be isolated, its relationship

in time with program involvemeﬁt.is encouraging with respect

" to the possible impact of those services. K

Relationships. Between Extent.of Program Involvement znd GPA .

N v

‘Students who were involved in the program three or
i more. quarters were found .to have higher GPA's during. spring
quarter than students who were involved two quarters or less.

Table 6 also shows that those who did not follow th?oﬁgh with

I3

program services after diagnosis achieved even.lower GPA's.

TABLE &

Sprlng Quarter GPA's of SLD Students by Fxtent

N of Program Part1c1pat10n N

3 or more Orie or two No foklow-up

‘quarters guarters in Program

; N GPA N GPA N GPA
“Rochester : 50 S 2.7 23 2.6 12 2.0
£ yNormandale 8 2.7 37 2.0 5 2.1
Metrépolitan S | 2.7 -6 2.6 2 I?'O
TOTAL © 89 2.7 32  2.54 . - 19 2.13

SLD Students Compared With Ali Students

The grade-point_avefage of SILD students might be
expecﬁed to be lower thah otﬁer students, particul;rly at’
I : - B 213 R .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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point of referral when Iowbgrades sometimes serve as a
warning of special problems or needs. Control groups of
50 students were randomly selected in each school to

A - . ! ) : ' LA

estimate the oVerall'GPA's in those schools for purposes

s

of comparisonlwith SLD students. Table 7 presents that

. comparison.

TABLE 7-

1975-76 GPA's of\Jlf SLD Students and Contrals

sl
- Z
. ’// .
" End of Fall Quarter/Data End of Spang Quarter
Fall Quarter Only . Cumulative. Sprlng Quarter GPA Only.
SLD " Control SLD Control SLD
Rochester : ’ ‘ o :
N. Students 82 50 : 58 . 50 o 82.
-  GPA 2.55 2.90_ - 2.62 2.83 - . 2.76
‘Normandale ,
N. Students 10 ~ 43 12 - - 46 : 14
GPA 2.58" 12,75 2.32 - 2.66. £ 2.73
Metropolitan . .
N. Students :. 24 = .42 26 _ 46 - 21
GPA . ©2.81 2,95 . 2.77 . 2.97 - 2.68
All schocls 116 135 T 96 142 - 117
N. Students- 116 - 135 96 142 ’ 117

GPA - 2.60 2.87 °° 2.53 ' 2.82 . 2.74

/
‘: v

Controi group GPA 1nformat10n was prov1ded only
through fall quarter. Cumulative control group GPA's
varled as much between schools (.31) as the overall dlfference

fall quarter betwepn SLD and control students (. 29) The:.14
1ncrease in SLD stgdent GPA. from fall to spring quarters cut by
- / . : . .

) - ‘ . . - : Co |
ERIC. -/ . = -4 - o




50 percent the difference be their mean GPA and the - v

.

-fall Quérper control Qroup wear . ‘n other words, SLD and

control group differences in ~". were reduced by one-half

,;/;////d“%ing the proéram year,

~Variation in Course:Completion Rates by Academic
Department ' :

Variations were observed in course cbmplet&on rates

o

-

between departments as well as between Schools. These

rates varied from O to 100 percent as indicated in Table 8.

Many factoré undoubtedly influence completion rates

3
o

including such variables as the nature of the material to

-

beA1éarned,'fraditisﬁallteachingistrategiesAin certain
agademic areaé) and tpe influence Qf_aifferences between
individﬁal iﬁstrucéqrs in standards, instru;tional méthéds,
aﬁd flexibility. Oﬁe would expect higher ratéé’éf.compleﬁion

in career track areas such as chemical dependency, law
- . , E : | :
enforcement and nursing as some selection has- taken place

s ]

"before enrollment. On-the othei hand, néafly al}.students
must enroll in an English and a math course, regardless of

théir career plan. Other factors may be suspected to

inte;fere as, for'example} in-art where individpal projecp
. - . G’ K .

work is often not scheduled for compléiion by academic

) Quarter...THis would increase the number of incompletes
‘ \ ) . .
due simply to the nature of the course.. 1 !

e . .Nevertheless, the data in Table 8 (pp: 17-18) may
. suggest signifiéant areas for concern éndLattentibnlby the

. -instifutions, the department faculties and SLD .students and

) : o :
‘, - . '

. A 45 ‘
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TABLE 8

Ranking of Academlc Units of All Schools by Course Completlon
» Rates of Project Students* S

Rochester =~ . - Normandale - Metropolitan o

Credits  DPercent Credits  Percent - Credits Percent
Rank Denartment Attempted Completed Department Attempted Completed Department Attempted Completed

14

1 lawInforc . 28 .- 100 o .
2 | A . Law Enforc 12 100
3: Spe & Thea - 142 %. " o
§ S © Phy ed/Rec. 21 9
5 Business - . 305 90 - -
6 PhyedfRec 2 . 88 _
1 o «  PhyedRec 3 . 88
: ) N " Chem. Dep.: 148 . 86 . | |
9 Sciences %y 1299 85 L
10+ Nursing 197 8 , | |
11 PEP 187 8 _ ' 2
12 Laiguages 109 8 ﬂ , . |
13 S - I Soc/Anthro 163 - 8l
4 English - 892 80 ‘ o
- 15 Math/phys 8, 80
16 o I CArtMusic 150 80
PV ST, 1 ~ Spe & Thea 57 -1
18 Psyeh/Phil 36 78 o REDEEE
e 190 Art/Music 372 78 ‘
2 Huanities 377 - 77
2 - soc/mthro- 38 %6 . . o
Y oL R T 92 76

' Courses were con51dered completed when the student had received a letter grade denoting completion of
' Alzxv(zzulred work by the end of the quarter of registration. :

i




b

© Table 8 (continued)

Rochester o " “Normandale Hetropolitan

Co Credits  Percent . Credits  Percent " Credits  Percent
Rank Department Attempted Completed Department Attempted Completed Department Attempted Completed

_.;.-_..____2.3"-_.—--"»---—--------- ~‘"‘~--~-~.¢Tw......_,._..._.»-u------ .' \ Iﬁangu‘ages 40 . ' 75 .

- u , Spe & Thea 3 y/
25 - _ DEST 10 N
26 | Soc/Anthro 85 i SR _

o 27 o Psych/Phil 76 n
I . |  sclemces . 159 70
M | | | | English 6l 66
n - " Pgych/Phil . 6l 66. '

R . . Sciences 6l 66

Y, - a ©p Humanities 127 65
3 | Y Business B .65
W Journalism %0 .64 ,ﬁ AU
5 i | © Humanities © 14 6
36 . 0 mglish B, 60 |
37 - Art/Music 78 53
38 Hotel/Motel 63 . ~51° o S
¥ . . C Business . 100 49
40 “Technical %5 40 .‘ | i D
41 | o Math/Phys - 157 9 |

4 | ’ : o © Math/Phys < M7 2T
3 LI © Technicl 90 o

4
: PN

e
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~

their‘advqcates. For:example, the rates of cdhrse completion

in English at Normandale (60%)nand”Metropolitan_(GG%) suggest,

- :
a substantial barrier to ultimate graduation for many

students, since this is a required subject in most cases.-’

>

§ihi1ar1y, the impact of success rates 6f°2? and 29 percent
‘ in math and physics (also Metropolitan and Normandale) also
identifies a profound stumbling block for many SLD students.

: . . Q
These very low rates of success might be due to the incom-

B

: patibility of those courses with many SLD students' basic
skill patterms. They may also be the result ofedeparﬁment

or instructor practices which do hot capitalize upon

individual differences in patterns of learning or expression. .

. Attention to this problem would appear to be urgent. 5
. ' : ) .

Comparison of students and academic unit practices might be

productive in isolating the problem'sinée Rochester students

’

—;;”#ddr,,doﬂnot seem to have similar difficulty completing .course

work ih.tﬁase academic areés (80% cbmpletioﬂ'rates);

. '~ Much of the data on completion rates by department

and, school c%early cannot be interpreted effectively through

superficial observation. _.However, thle results may be useful

r " . . . _
’ to students, SLD specialists, teachers and administrators

in begihning an inquiry into the factors preventing this

group from makiné normal or optimal progress. These data

o
'

would seem to suggest that differences between students
may not be the only, or even the most significant determinant.
' ' : ' .

V 50
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A Comparison of SLD Students and Controls in Course
Completion Rates 4 . -

N

fable 9 on thé nextwpagé;suggésts that there is some
relationship betwegn tﬁe“completion ratéé of éLD studentsl;
and studenxsain general in various academic departméhts.
However, wide discrepancies and ipconsisténcies ére evident.
fﬂe reader.can observe that phere are verijidé discrepancies
in some ﬂnits as, for example, in Jqurpalism, Technical,

and Hotel-Motel. This data mav also be useful in isolaﬁing

. potentially. removable barriers. - : o

b'\. |
~ N !

Instructor Suggestions and Awareness of the Program
7 T g
\\ All, instructors in the three schools were surveyed
to. determine their awareness of the SLD program and its

students and to obtain their suggestions for program

\ .

improvemeh;. A copy of the guestionnaire is presented in

¢

i

3 this report?as Appendix C. . e é@te gf response to the
. ’ «

NS ;
survey was not high with 101 or. 24 percent of the 420
ingtructors returning completed questionnaires;

° .
- . ' . N [s) N

Awareness Bf the E;og;am. A~§rogram objective for
éﬁrposes of evaiuation was that 90% af the instruct;fs.
would, éfper the fin§i~p£§je§£ ?ear,findicate that the; are
aware of the existence ofrthe SLD préject. Eighty-o;é

percent of the survey respondents indicated this awareness.

( - « . .
The project did ?ot meet its goals in this area. The

‘general awareness level was similar in each of the schools.
4 N 3

'
V]

Iﬁ-sergice training was provided on an organized but

51
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TABLE 9

f Course Completion Rates of Control and SLD'

r.

A Com

parison o

Student

3¢ Pochester Cormunity College
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voluntary groupﬁpasié at Metropolitan, organized.iﬁdividual

basis at Rochester and exclusively thfough'informél ’

contacts.at Normandale. The suryey results are not
supportive of eifther of these approacﬁfs as superior. .

However, if the Program were capable of handling more
referrals, a greater effort should bevpade to publicize

the program and its services.

- o

v

Knowledge of specific“progfam services. Only 46

‘‘percent of.the respondents were able or willing to identify
“ . ; ‘ L . / )

.

specific program.services when asked, "What services are

avéilable'to the students through the program?" .Clearly,

many more referrals nmight have been received from”ihét:uctors

v . ) . o '
if the remaining 56 percent were more knowledgeable about
thejproject. The frequency<of mention of speéific services

is'bresenféd in Table 10 below. Lo

Table 10

Instructor Survey
L4

4

Setrvice , N
Remediation and Tgtoring , - . 35
-Diagnos%S' oK ’ | " : 15
' Counseling , , . 10
Courée Hgip o C 10,
Taping ; ' ‘ o 6 : .
'HAlternative Testing (course) | ’ 5 ‘ |
R;culnykcénSultStionl;ﬂ“' . . 3
‘Other : o S 17
A o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Remediation and ,tutoring weré¢ mentioned 35 times by

the 46 respondents to this quastion. Perhaps this reflects
/\ -

. . . ! . '
instructor perceptions of the SLD student's primary needs

as weli as actual services available. Diagnosis was

mentioned'ffequeﬁtly (15 times) and counseling and "course

hélp" were men%ioned.by 10 respondents. The "other"

category in table 10 includes one or two mentions of each

of the following: specifib skills, complete services,
emotional support, éoping,sgrategies, sensitive admini-
stration, special‘classes, special staff, respect, games,

attention and referral.
’

Instructor optiwism about SLD student success.
. R B . AY
The majority of instructors were optimistic that SLD students,

~

with special help, could succeed in their courses (63%).
Consifdering only those respondents who indicated an.awareness
of the program, 71% were optimistic about student success.

3oth figures’fall short of the projeét objective of .80

» _ \ : A - . i .
perient.

;fA ) ‘u Fi}teen percent of zﬁewinst:uc§of§ rgspondipg were
unsure about SLD studen;s'AcApacity‘to §ucceed fﬁ their
.courses and 19 %Sréent did not beligve they could sgcceed.i
Ciéarly, several instrdctors who became aware of the prograﬁ

and .its services continued to be pessimistic. Some negative

comments in the "sujygestions"” section,also indicate that
. /

some instructors carry some.hostilipy toward these special
. / - N .

students as well as special program services. Their comments
: /. .

D .

/

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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w'personal--social\adju_stment difficulties.

o : 43

do not, however, give specific reasons- for pessimism which -

relate to the students' capacity to romprehend the subject

<

matter. Many seem ready to reject these students duc to

{héir learning difference or-basic skill deficiency. it

would, seem that in=service training must be designed not
only to inform instructors but, in some cases, to change.

attitudes and remove pfejudipes. It should Ee re—ehphaSiZed

that most instructors were Optimistic.

< L
-

!

Instructor comments on specific .SLD students.

Fifty-bné percent of-the respondents stated that they gad

. ! . .
oneAd;—ﬁbre SLD studeﬂts~in their classes during the\gést
vear and 38;bercent believed oﬂe or more .of those students
ware ir ghé program. -When ‘asked %o idgniify these studénts'
problens ("affécting the student’s éesponse-to ghe instruc- .

tor") most pointed to reading, writing, and "dyslexia."

i

The otiher prob&ems‘described were highly varied, including

'
|

assorted CognitiVeyprocessing problems, study skills,  and:

o

A |
Suggestions for the SLD program. The instructors
|l i .
were asked for 'héir ?uggestions for the SLD program.

/

Certain themes we%e élearl?wgbparénﬁ in their ideas as
réflected in Tablélrl. Th; project may rnot have’reached its
full potential in‘térms_of_géferrals from instruétors and
potential impact fh;ough instructors since -the most common

need expressed was for more information about the program.

Instructors wanted more in-service training and publicity

56
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for themselves, and they wante i re studentSfto know about

the program. e

‘ ll ' Table 11

Suggestions Instructors Offered
for the SLD Program

44,

No suggestions offered

Suggestion N

"Inérease in- service and program publicity to

teachers and students 21
Expand the program l6
Continue the program 11
Better screen:ng of all students for SLD problem
.1dent1f1catlon : 10
Exc;ude SLD students from regular classes until’

basic skills reach acceptable-levels 8
General positive comments about the program and
students . 5
General negative comments about the program and
"students 4
Increase staff communication w1th 1nstrnotors and
follow-up of students . - 3
Read tests to SLD students N 3

- - . \\\.
Other ) 8
14

Many instructors suggested continuing the program

o

(11) and 16 urged expansion. The latter category included

recommendations for increasing the full-time staff,

students served, psychological .and group work services,

*

57
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[ ¢

space‘and materials. Manyxwere concerned about'identifyiﬂg
studéhts, pé;haps feeling somewhat inéapable of spotting
theVSLD,student before,severé problems develop. Thgy'
frequently urged that Eesting or othef diagnostic
progeddfeg be uqed with all enﬁefing students to idéntify

SLD students for early referral to a special service

program.

'

v

Unfortunately, eight instructors-sugggsted that -
SLb students should not be péfmitted to’enﬂer rééﬁlar
claéses until their basic 1earning‘pr6blems are remedied;
Sinéé.many ;tudénts must develop cohpens;ﬁory learning
methéds and canhdt resolve some of their 1earning'déficits,
this Qould effectively exclude them from higher.education
entirely. Two instruétors expressed  clear hostility
toward individual tutors,they éuspected of helping o;her
.étudents "cheat on exams.™ Oﬁe wés'éngry about the use of
resources for ' a spééific group;  Another was upset about
SLLD studants' self;édvdcacy. in adéifion to the supp§r£
evidenced by sgggestions to;cohtinue or exp;nd the‘prdgiam,
.five teachers éxpressed éeneral énthusiash about the

1

services provided through the project.
SUMMARY

The inferences drawn from the data collected in this‘:

study must be seen as tentative. - The evaluation design did

v

‘not providé for fofmal'hypotheses nor tests .of significance

" of results.. The absence of reports on, or even the existence

Q \  ' “‘ | 538 ,
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of, similar programs prevented compa;étivé analysis.
Therefore, this data must be viewed as ipsative with its
predictive valué and utility.in varibﬁs settingé reﬁaining
to bé verified through further research.énd experience.
Conclqsions and recommendations based upon this
data and staff experience arc offered in Part I of the

Evaluation Report.
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ROCHESTER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 49
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING ' oo
ROCHESTER, MINNESOTA 55901
PHONE (507) 288-6101

September 13, 1974

.

Note: All students enrolled in the Special Learning Disability
' program at Rochester Comnunity College must be evaluated
by the SID personnel and instructors. In order to do 4
proper evaluation, certain specific psychological and
medical information is necessary to proceed in thls
evaluation.

I hereby glve the Rochester Communlty College SLD program consent
to obtain and exchange confidential medical, and psychological
information with qualified medical, psychiatric and educatlonal
personnel and/or institutions relative to:

Full Name of Studént

Signature Qf.Parent’if Studeni is a Legaleinor
Parent
—_Legal Guardian R
___Other

Age

Birth@ate of Student

Sex (circle one) M: F

61

Member of the Minnesotu Stete Commitinity "CbAlIogfrz_ System.

EM LI . - "An Equal Opportunity Employer.”
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ENTRY CHART Return to: Gail Duane
’ N Office: 441 Plaza West
Date ‘Rochester C.C.

Tele. #: 28

" Referral Source

Counselor ' \ ' Social Security Number

. Birth~- » . '
1. Student's Name _ Date_. Age
R : Student's
2. Address - ‘ Phone #:
3. Home Address ) Home Phone:
4., Parent's Name L Father's Occupation

B Mother's Occupa;ion

5. No. of Sihlings Brothers” “Sisters School Problems

! 6. If married: Spouse's name ' Number of children Ages
: - School Problems

7. High School ¥ . Location

8. Extra curricular activities:
. . + Special Program

9? Armed Forces: Branch Location Jbb. "
; _ . - .
10. Employment: Name K Job Title : Dates
1l1. Post Secondary Schools . Location .
’ ' Dates: , - Program

12. Year in School: Credits earned . GPA

L4

13, Community Agencies and Personnel's Name

:

14. Student's Stated Goals (Career Objective):

o}

15. Student's Stated Reason for Referral (Description of Legrning Prob}g@jgulﬂg,*

e B}

»

16. Comments:

ERIC - - ‘ - 62 |
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N APPLICANT'S STATEMENT. : - | .

v

The Applicant must £ill out this portion of the application in his or her own
words "and handwriting as best he or she can. Please fill out this page as
completely 2nd frankly as possible.

Py

7
I. Please explain your reasons for wanting to attend college. (If necessary,

continue on additional paper.)

LA W

II. What are your future. plans (after college)? (If necessary, continue on-
addltlonal paper.) :

63
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-

ITI. Write a short autobiography. Include edncational experiences and rela-
tionships to other people. (If necessary, conp}nue on'additional paper.)

LS

.
.

IV. Please describe the nature of your learning difficulty. (Continue, if -

necessary, on additional paper.) Include things like problems in classes,
etc. ) ) ’

o : 64
ERIC
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17. Available Test Data:

Clinic Evaluation or IQ Tests or Evaluations:

e

I. Achievement Tests Date Examiner & Address . Results

II. Psychological

" IITI. Vocational : ' . T

s

. . L
I hereby authorize the above named to release any information from my

N records to: the program director of the SLD program at Normandale
Community College. .

Applicant's Signature

- Parent's Signature

" Dated

~ . ‘ : 65
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18. Bases for Admission

Criterion Yes -~

No
*

1 - —
2 _—
3 em———— )
4 —————— ————
5 ————— ———————
6 ”

7 .

* MAsterisk signifies category leading to other: Acceptaﬁce

53

19. Referral Source

1. Self-----
2. relative—s=-—=
3. stuaént, ériend £O=mmmm
’4. Educational égency ------
:\ Vo Rehab Agency-=--- |
Corrzctions Ageﬁcy--f--

Remedial~Agency~-_;_

MACLD
5. College Counselor—--—--

6. College Iastriictor=—e=e

Outcome

1. Career Objectives

Appropriateness

C.0. At ENTRY

C.0. At EXIT

Appropriateness'

2. Accuracy of student's self description

. At Entry

At Exit

3. sStudy Skills

At Entry

At Exit

4. Outcome




A. B.D. at program entry . .
{ N .
B. Age at program entry - y

C. High School rank

D. GPA data
o1
QGPA oW of
Cum GPA CUM W CUM I C -
Q2 o -
. ‘ (™
QGPA oW o __ '
Cum GPA CuM W CUﬁ r_ ;
QS—“_' ] N : o
QGPA QW R 2 S
Cum GPA CUM W l CUM T _______

E. Outcomes

1. Graduated .yes . no
2. Transferred 2 yr. - 4 yr. Vo-Tech.. Other
3. Appropriate Employmeﬁt . o T

. — ....’~\,/' k

4. Dropped out of school
5. In school--no further need’ for services

6. Other

Describe outcomes .

[

*." Career-Objectives

}‘.4

o

A

- C.0. a;ventry ) | “ ) apéropriateness/
C.O..at.exit - : | ’ ' ;ppfﬁpriaten;ss/
’. Accuiacy of studentjs self-description o : ' /
at entr§ - | ‘i , at exit - - /
" - S /




H. Study Skills

]

at entry . at exit

I. Services provided:,
¢ .

Diagnostic

Program Guidance

. .
Instructor Intervention

wollateral contacts

Groups (N ). )

' Job Placement
Remediation: . ,

Private Tutorial

Smgll Group- tut.

Programmed learning °

o

Behavior Management

J. (add later) follow-up data

K. Bases for admission

Critefion ' Yes - No
lj ) . *
. 2 ——— >—"—
3 - .
4, —_ - )
14 5 [
w 6 ; <

i

ces L .
*Asterisk signifies category leading to ‘acceptance

L. Referral source -

‘ self .

relative

student, friend, etc.

Educational agency

V. Rehab. agency .
.Corrections agency -

Remedial agency . .

L. .5.. College counselor '
' College instructor .

6. Other - ) . )

How oo
. s . e .

Referral source

[82}

(92}
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TgSTS AVAILABLE TO SLD PROJECT SPECIALISTS.

Reading and Achievement : ‘ ;
T . . !

Gates-McKillop : e e T : ;
Gray Oral Reading _ T . . /
WideRange " AGhiévement Test g o
- -~ =77 gpache Diagnostic Reading Scal#s
Durrell Reading Analysis
Piat, Peabody Individual Achievement
Peab~4y Picture Vocabulary /
Engi sh.College-Entrance Test% B : .
..~ Bateman's Comprehensxon i ‘
e T : Boehm Tests of Basic Concepts‘(Preschool Screening)
Wide-Range Achlevement Vocabulary Test -
Informal Teagher Inventory . |
Write-a-Sentence (informal)
Malcalmeius Metropolltan Achievementi Test . .
Nelson- Denny‘ y_ . v
: Roswell Chall Readlng /

o . . o R

‘Math o ( , o

i
. 'wlde Range Achievement | :
' Key Math Diagnostic Tests | /
- Stanford -Math Inventory (Dihgnostic Math)
California .Algebra Aptitude\
i 4
. 1 \

§gecialized Tests . \L : ‘ ;o

Bender Visual Motor Test Y
ITPA . : \ ‘ I .
Sequencing (informal)‘ \ .
. Frostig Test of Visual Perception
: ‘ Observations of Lateral Domlnancev
, -7 | Roswell Chall Auditory Blending
WAIS--Weschler Adult Intellige:.c ce Survey
\

N

T  Repetitive Test
- ‘Draw a Three Dimensional Object or. Draw a Foce (informal)
/ Wepman Test of: Audltory Dlscrlmlnatlon ' :

Study Skllls Inventory |
) |
i : |

| N .
.. 'Personality MeASures , \
Edwards Personal Pxeference
- Omnibus Personaglty Inventory
Behavior Rarlng\Sczle \ .
. Minnesota Multiphasic Personali®, inventory
b 7 Test of social inq&ghr Lo
Teacher Efiectlveness Ratlng TN B \ : \

gg;g;llllnnmnmmmamIInl-----!-----vmmmmr
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T ) .
“QUESﬁaﬁNXIRE-INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF .

I . Discipline
Rochester, Normandale and Metropblitan Community Colleges are ending the
evaluation phase of a three year HECC project for Special Learning Disabled
adults at the Community College level. We are interested in your views and
comments on the students you may have- encountered or observed during the past

" three years. :

1. Have you heard of thé.collegé program for Special. Learning Disabled ;tddents

(dyslexics, reading, Spelling and math learning disabled, mir‘mally brain. = ,
damaged, perceptually deficient, educationally handicapped, . .:.)?
Yes _ No
f
Comment : :

2. What services are available to the students (and.subsequently the instructof)
through this program? '

3. Do you believe that students with learhlnq disebilities can, w1th supportlve.
services, progress normally through your courses?:

Yes . ’ No

. Comments.e: - o o 5

s

El{l\C ; ..‘, b_ . ‘ ‘ . VO' . h o .
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4. Did you have any SLD students in your classes last year?

L

Were ény of those students in the college SLD program?

5.- Please identify the students problems which affected their response to instructor.

6. Do you have any suggestions for the SLD prograr in the éoming yeaf?

+

Return to: Gail Duane
P-341 ) . |
Box 30 - \ ) : : . .

Qo - ‘ ‘ o e _ . . .

ERIC : o e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



